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'.The purpose of Title I evaluation is to provide a ‘sound. basis for 


determining whether programs are to be expanded, modified or shifted - 

in terms of objectives and activities. Evaluation is eésential to secure 
‘quantitative.and qualitative evidence to ascertain the impact of Title I 
on educationally deprived children. * d 7 
An ansftei evaluation of Montana's ESEA Title I programs is ceaodead by 
federal law. The Title I staff in my office has the responsjbility for 
evaluating programs and disseminating information to school officials 
and other interested parties about‘projects and programs designed’to ; 
strengthen the “education of educationally deprived childr 


This report contains a ‘summary of data and information compiled from 
Title I programs operated ‘by. school districts and deajs only with pro- 
grams for eduGationally deprived children. Specialized programs con- 
ducted for children of pigratory agricultural workers and for handicapped, 
‘neglected and delinquert children residing in atate-suppenked Tastifutions 
sare described in separfte reports. _ ‘ 
’ t ° 

Major rennaonmeridey for the preparation of .this report was assumed by 
Dean M. Lindahl, ESEA Title I Supervisor,,with the. assistance of Dan . 
Ferriter, Jay McCallum and Jerry Shanley, ESEA Title I. Program - 
‘Specialists, and Mrs. Violet Kelley, ESEA Title I Fiscal Administrator. 
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Fourth among the states jn ee ats ranks a y-fourth 


sin population. -Montana's 147,138 square miles had a population of 
g ‘ e Z ‘ 


< 694,409 according to the 1970 federal census, less than five persons ~ 


per square mile. Almost one-third of the total population reside in 


five of the largest population centers. There are 56 counties. The - 


capital is Helena, located about 15 miles’ east of tne Continental 


Divide in Lewis and Clark .County. 


“During the 1974-75 school year, the state had.476 elementary school 


‘ districts and 167 high school djstricts. In the 476 elenientary school 


districts there were 641 schools of which 151 (24 percent) were one- 
teacher schools, 66 (10 percent)’ were two-teacher schools, 31 (5 per- 
' ie ° . ; 


cent) ‘were three-teacher schools and 393 (61 percént) were more than 
. e . 


> , % = ‘ 
three teacher schools. In addition, thexe were 1€/ high ‘school districts 


with 172 high schools. There were 26 accredited junior high schools 


serving grades 7, 8 and 9. , Consolidations of smaller districts have 


sf 


occurred at an ever-increasing rate during recent years. However, some 
7 . 7 4 


districts are sé geographically isolated that consolidation is not 


’ 


feasible. Ten years ago there wete 775 elementaty school districts + 
operating 829 schools and 167- high school districts operating 171 high 
schools. fYhus,. in ‘ten years' time the number of Montana's elementary 


. 


‘elementary ‘schools has decreased by 186 or. 23 pepeent. « During 1974-75 
= : 3 ' $ . 


slightly more ‘than'180,000 pupils (26 percent of the state population) 


were enrolled in.Montana's public and nonpublic schools. Almost 11,000 


7] 
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teachers, administrators and other professional personnel staffed these 


‘schools. *The average pupil to certified staff ratio in public schools 


“ae: 


was 17,to 1. 
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A’total of 351 districts (22h elementary districts and 127 high school 


districts) were eligible: for Title I fundg and were assigned an ‘ajlocation,* 


However, 189° ‘districts were eligible because of the: "hold harmless" pro- 
» vi8Ton’ ss qhe Bees. aimee 40 percent of the. eligible Title I districts 
had an allocation less chaeia $2, ane minimum amount éstablished to assure ” 
a project of ‘size, scope and quality as outlined in. the federal regulations. 
: As a result, many districts combined their aL LOgarsons 2% a eaoperstive 
| . beattes in order to qualify for a program. * The total allocation for. ; re 
Parts A, B and C Jos fiscal, year 1975 was 4.7 million dndiates During 


i . the ee sues ads single’ dtstrict projects and 70, projects were | 
p a . : tae r ; ; 
BE ‘ cooperative projects including two or more districts. The largest 
i“ ’ 5 4 ash oe | 


. 


elementary district allocation was $336,492 and the largest high school 


allocation was $141,566. The smallest-allocation among all districts aS ‘ 
a 3 gigs 
‘was $113. 4 : o 
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eg Ma . 
Table I shows the number of projects, the number of districts and state 
 -4dnstitutions’ in the projects and the amountjof funds approved and expended 
J ,. *. « ‘ 


by type_of funds during the tenth year of Title I operations in Montana. 

‘2 ee 
Fiscal year 1973 funds impounded by former President Richard M. Nixon . * 
were atderad released by court action. % These funds, identified as. ates ? 
over funds, were available along with fiscal year 1974 funds for, use . , ’ 
during he 1978275 school year. Table I also shows that 92 percent of 


+ re ee q 
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TABLE I. : 
AMOUNT OF FUNDS APPROVED AND EXPENDED BY a “ . 
» ‘TYPE OF FUNDS ‘ 2 ; as 
ai L . Amount gf 
: Type of Fiscal | Year Number of . Number of Funds Amount of 
' Funds Funds Projects! Districts2 Approved’ Expenditures * 
Part A 1975 + 125 201 $1,989,8 $1,717,033 
Part A - 1974 134 210 ° 809,748 760,596 
Part A 1973 97 156 329,854 *312,530 
Part B 1974 ' 10 14 256,827 221,243 
Part B 1973 18 19 261,912 239,372 f : 
Part C 1974 6 6 8,953 + 28,602) — a 
“Part C * 1973 5 5 12,937 G30 
’ Migratory 1975 1 103 + (538,508 538, 508 
Migratory 1974 1 103 418,566 _-' 418,566 
Subtotal for LEA $4,627,168 $4,229,312 (. 
: State Inst. 1975 8 “94 = § 421,804 
1 State Inst. 1974 7 94 97,541 ‘ 
State Inst. 1973 5 94 12,191 
j ; : Subtotal for State Institutions $ 531,536 ~$ 499,646 
\ ; 
* : Grand Tdtal all Programs . $5,158,704 $4,726,958 5. 
«2 ( : 
. ‘ 
Projects may.be counted tlore’than once. A project may be supported 
By with more’ than one type of funds. are : 
” Far maximum number of districeé in Title I projects is 210 for 
‘1974-75. It is possible for a\district to be ina projeck supported by P 
“more than one type of funds. ; 
one de school district is. the .subgrantee for the migrant ‘program and {| 
' operates the program at ten sites. .Each site is located in a sthool ey 
district. Ye nig # ™ 
4 
There are nine state institutions for penticegpedy neglected anid 
“ee ‘ delinquent children. 
, | 
- g \A 
ra . * 
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oe - | ; ‘ 
‘a all ‘funds dporoved during 1974-75 were expended for programs to assist ‘ ‘ 
educationally atsadvantaged children. pie SY . : e = os ‘ok 
" ° “ea : ¢ 5 oo. * 


The data in Table II show an Mnduntteered count by grade of the number 
of participants who actually participated in Title I aibtng 1974- 75. AD ‘“ 
review of this. table shows’ that almost 6 péréent- of all participants 


o 
were nonpublic school children, almost 82 percent were elenentary school %, 


Sie 


children, grades one e through eight, aed the Largest, number of partictiate! 
habeue 34 pepenaty were in the fourth, fifth «ni sixth grades. Perhaps, * 

thie indicates that’ the greatest ‘nied for aietial, assistance Sabice \ 
during the time the children pass through the int erectile grades. In 4 


ss ~. 
addition to the number: of paettel pants Teported in Table II,. there were 


l, 429 migrant children in ‘@ summer program and 833 Bartacspantn aA state . 


e 


s* institutioss for handicapped, neglected and deljnquent philarkn Pee 


services. The average cost pér Title I partidipant is $466 sor about one- 


. 


half of the state average per pupil cost of education. 
; : : a 
P tes 


The-data in Table tie aieN project participants by area of ‘concentration 
(cognitive, affective and psychomotor domain). This’ table shows ‘that most 
of the children in the cognitive domain were in sanguage arts,, teading and 
mathematic programs.. As a matter of fact,'a few mone than 77 percent were. 
in reading programs and almost 44 percent in mathematics programs: If 


language arts could be ddeluded with pradtes alnost 95 percent of aii 


‘partietpants were ina een dente skills program. 


' 


The data in Table III also show project participation in the affective and. 
2 ‘ : . : # j 
te ts domain. A’ study: of -tha table shows that almost 44 percent of 


. k - * 5 a, 
i 7 ; ¥ . : . 
hed ‘ 
’ : r , : 
TABLE II : 
PROJECT PARTICIPATION BY GRADE-  ® ," ae ° 
Ps | Grade Level — Public School ‘Nonpublic ‘Youth Not _ Total : 
; ; Children , School Enrolled,in Participants . = 
Feo 8 “\, Children Any School: (Cols. 2+3+4) *- 
: ME (2) ae (3) (4) (5) age i 
: a ‘, Fee 4 . . i 
. , * . &: - 
a Kindergarten - ae oe 0 O-~ <'* + 60 
a; ee Grade 1 . 514 7 34 1, “ 549 
Grade 2 756 52 - ° 0 Se. 808 
‘ : Grade 3 811 . 54 0, : 865 
ay _ © Grade 4. * 878 43 ~ 0 923 - 
~ Grade5, . .. > 880 : 61 0 941 
Grade 6 » 868 32 0 900 es 
) a Grade 7 683. 46 0. ‘729 
Grade 8 “615 33 1 649° 
wee 9 597 a . 4l 3 641 
") ade 10 ~ 407 26 pes. 448 ' 
; , Grade lie... + 179 AR 19 So BG 
Grade 12 116 36 oo . 170 
Total e4 7,364 * 470 ae tage! a 3 
: ¢ ’ 4 
"of 
all participants were being helper in the area of self-image and 38 per= . 
es cent were being helped in the area of attitude. Almost a third received , « 
special assistance with their study skills. 
. : ; ‘ #\ ‘ 2 < ae : ~ 
Each year state education agencies fre requested to submit to theJ.S. 
hee sks nol , 4 : ‘ ‘ . 
: s Office of Education a state summary @f ESEA Title I programs.. A copy ee 
of the summary for Moritana is found ‘on pages seven and eight of this , 
i 2 od 
i. report. ic oY i : : . 
‘, ; ae 
4 4 
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Emotional and | 
Social Stabilit 13 


Ss ie a 
a * : 
P : ; ; ‘ 
‘ i t ’ ; , 7 ‘ sf . z x é 
co ' . TABLE IIT. | ; mA er 
oa a. e F iad : * ¥ * ‘ 
PUPIL PARTICIPATION BY AREA OF. CONCENTRATION 
" “(COGNITIVE, AFFECTIVE AND PSYCHOMOTOR DOMAIN) ‘ 

4 id Grades Grades ‘ Grades * f “Grades hess ae 
Subject’ Matter Hreachool |" 1-253 4-5-6 7-8-9 fe 10-11-12% | 


er oi vie i ina ain aie fo 
Public |public] Public | public | Public |:public | Public | public | Public public Public public 
m 

Tie Rene, 

| 290 | as ‘| 207 | ans 

Jol a |. | uo 
a ae a eee 
esi 
suse | 
| 2,907 | 
2,200 | 
1,208 | 


peatig” | os_| 0’ | aro ts_| ayoor] sr | ayoea] or | 
cere PARISI re 
Social Studties fe Rs Bp 
Lee] as 


elf-image 


Attitude 
Study Skills 
Attention Span 


Affective or 
Psychomotor 


* ba Mx cn, ie ae eat ‘ Putman 5 . Sore < 

o eae STATE SUMMARY GF ESEA-TITLE | PROGRAMS, - . > Ne 

; AY , FALL 1973 THROUCH SUMMER 1974 fe : 

ie ein Sk (Programs lor Children in Low Income Areas and Children Living in Local and State Ingtituiois) 

= . A. TOTAL RESIDENTS, TOTAL IN TITLE | PROJECT AREAS, AND TOTAL LIVING IN Loca 
an og ees, » ANDSSTATE INSTITUTIONS FOR NEGLECTEO AND DELINQUENT CHILDREN (Unduplicated count) 

. i, Me, Be : NUMBE®S OF SCHOOL AGE CHILOREN rr Pe 

ah RESIDENT CHILOREN ; 9 ENROLLEO IN | NOT.ENROLLED “TOTA 

aor se i eS Da 


1, ie Gael School Districts 145, 491 + 6,167 [oes ase “151, ms 
* b, In Local Institutions for Neglec- . 
ted and Nesinquent Children i 2 4 243 ee 
t : : ni 
Se 
en FRA (Sin of Linen Axt anid A-2)}° 145,491 6, 167 | 309 |, 50 | 152,125 


* B, NUMBER OF CHILOREN WHO PARTICIPATED IN: TITLE | PROGRAMS Und plicated count) . 
ae "CHILDREN | LIVING tL Oe INCOR AREAS +‘ "CHILDREN LIVING IN STATE INSTITUTIONS : 
GRADE FOR NCGLECTED AND DELINQUENT CHILDREN FOR NEGLECTEO.OR DELINQUENT CHILDREN =. 


D Les J eee ENROLL R Gly ESROLLLUINTENTOLL EU IN TOTAL ENHOLLE DIN] ENROLLED IM ENROLLE oral 
® CMs, la ae (Cota, nm, ty & ©) ee’ Polity ene: SHS. INS Te SCHS. * 3 : Vs & A) 
‘ (dh (n) (h) 
+ Prokinders . 
he har arten and 
Kindérgarten ~0- 
zonder e[ 4,708/| 278 | “o_| 4,96 eas ae eres oo 
3 Sore Een ee noir | so -[ 2 | ie | mas 
sore, [| rua | aro‘ | -o- | 7,099 | 50. | Zo | 250 -| * a0 


* THUNDER OF PARTICIPANTS WHO RECEIVED WISTRUCTIONAL a SERVICE ACTIVITIES IN TITLE | PROGRAMS “Coumy 


aun 


a es ry ; i . LEA PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS » STATE AGENCY 


y, PROGRAM 
|! - Sen per viTIES FROM LOW FROM LOCAL 
rae wee bg 2, BN ‘ “INCOME AREAS INSTITUTIONS eget, 


" L.Direct Fdacative Services: * 
. _& RL (Limited. Enq@listk background) 


‘ ‘ 


“y, Reading: (Not including line a)" 


. eaMathematics 7 4 - 
4 . ae 2 @ 
¢ + ‘f Special Activities for Handicapped: 


; ce + & Alt Other Direct Educative Services ' 


J . Supporting, Services. ‘ we a og ¢ S i 
- a Attendance, Social Work, Guidance, tnd Paycholony’ & os 13,487 2 309 


rR re 
ou r 


b. Health ond Nutrition 
ow c. Pupil Transportation on eur ‘ 
A AML Other Supporting Scrvices 
‘n. 
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Bt ee A Pal *. 
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(ener AY | LS 
Od, NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO PARTICIPATED IN TITLE |-PROGRAMS BY BASIALe ETHNIC GROUE 
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“ETHNIC GROUP : 


“hh Diack/Negro 
3 @2.;American Indian i - , 
3. Orientol/Polynesian 3 


4 Spadieh Seinsined American 
| §, Caugtsian (Other than Spaniih-Sumomed “Americon) S 


ed] 


3 6, TOTAL 
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= Lay (To be provided if avatlable) “ 


LEA PROGRAMS ° 
. FOR CHILDREN 

IN LOW INCOME 

AREAS AND/OR 


STATE AGENCY 
PROGRAMS FOR 
, CHILOREN IN 


TOTAL 
(Sum of cols. a & b) 


é : STATE, 
, CHILOREN IN ‘ 
Comat. INSTITUTIONS 
* INSTITUTIONS 


t TOTAL NUMBER (FTE) OF STAFF: MEMBERS ASSIGNED TO TITLE4:‘PROGRAMS FOR WHICH SALARY PAYMENTS ARE. z, ¥ 


bgite, «A STAFF MEMBERS 
: ( 3 oF 
‘ 
1, Teachers 


2, All Other Educational Professionals + 
(ar » & 
| « SeEnucation Aides ? . 


4. All Other Professional and Non-Professional staff. - 


’ : * 


8, TOTAL 


_ 6. Number of Staff Members Reported in Item 5, above, Who , 


Received Inservice Training an 


‘MAGE FROM TITLE t FUNDS (Count cach staff member only once if he participated in both rofular and summer achool termprogrima) —* 7 


x 
wi? a 
j 7” 
LEA PROGRAMS “| crate agency | - . ; 
FOR CHILOREN PROGRAMS FOR : 
IN LOW INCOME CHILDREN I TOTAL F 1 


AREAS ANO/OR - 
. <CHILOREN IN 
_ LOCAL 
INSTITUTIONS | 


(a). - "(by > (c) 


227.70 ins 


STATE. 


(Sum of cols, a "bp. 
INSTITUTIONS ve 


“234;70 ° 


zo | oo = | a2 
ses.s6 | x00 | 752.4 


fear [oe as 


et ie 
* 552.19 


nig -| —-10,:00" .|_ 562.19 * 
| ase.zo | 5.00 | 364.10" 


F, MEMBER OF PARENTS (of Title I Participants) WHO PARTICIPATED It! DISTRICT AND SCHOOL ADVISORY z= 
; SOUANT EES AND IN TITLE | PROGRAM ACTIVITIES -— ‘ 


Fey 
' STATE AGENCY. 


LEA read 
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IN LOW INCOM fl gts ey TOTAL ee 
AREAS ANO/OR STATE (Sum of coly. ab 6). mom 
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oe + _ < ¥* STATE ORGANIZATION SS ene , ’ 
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ian > The administratidn of the ESEA Title I program at the state level is =. 


conducted, by: a staff of “five professionals {one supervisor, three 
¢: ‘ Sn. i as - 
program specialists, one fiscal Administrator) and two ‘secretaries. -mD 


ho Title I supervisor is responsible for the overall administration of  * 


; 2 ‘ : ee ae 
Title I. However, admin itively. the state s divided into tlree » ~ 
.. regions with a pro am specidlist responsible for program activities ii), 


each region (see page 11). ‘These activities include consultation, planning, 
project approval, implementation, operation, evaluation and monitor ings 7 
The Title-I fiscal administrator is responsible for maintaining fiscal | 


cantrol and fiscal accountability and making monthly payments for all 


’ 


F ‘Title 1 ‘programs. The fiscal administrator and the program specialists 


‘work together on program budgeting, fiscal control and fiscal accountability, 


~. Each program specialist plans and conducts on-site visits, planfiing 


= oe 


sessions and team reviews in their region. During. ‘the 1974-75 school’ . 


‘ year, thi staff monitored 96 programs which involved 483 local staff ‘te ; 
members, conducted. 40 planning bgssions which involved’ 356 local staff — 
. “ i b- , ~ a 7 : A 
- members, conducted 6 team reviews, accompanied the U.S. Office of Educa- 


€ 


. ; 5 4 : . *; “a ¥ 
ant - ° tdon staff on 9 reviews‘and on 13 occas{ons conducted special meetings, 
‘ ¥ ‘ 4 ; A : _ 7 . w >. . 
conferences or workshops for parents, Title I staff and administrators. 
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pat Hey “During program monitoring, the ‘staff used. a plan which included a ageier Z 


of. administration and supervision, attendance. and, thrget’ areas, compara~. 
bility, staffing, inservice trainiie, parent and parent: tcoug council 

: involvenent, nonpublic school, involvement, sujpokeine eaveibes, needs ie , 
Lesieinast, objectives. eveteatives fiscal records’ end accountability. Ms 
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The monitoring process included an entrance conference, sepackating and 


interviewing of local staff, observation’of project activities, review 


of records and documentation and an exit conference. All monitoring was 
followed up with a formal review letter which included a verification of 


compliance-or non-compliance with the approved application and the 


regulations, statements of strengths, statements of deficiencies and 
; ( 
m3 
recommendations or suggestions for corrective actions or improvement. 
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INSERVICE TRAINING * 
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A statewide Title I workshop was ‘held on April 23 and’ 24, 1 75 in the 


3 ; : i, 


Colonial Hilton, a convention center in Helena. The authorized representa- 


tives, aietrontagnat staff, the chairperson or a “member of the parent 
ie ‘ 
advisory council and the clerk or “fiscal record person of “ projects 


were invited to attend. A total of 404 people vagneuered, The purposes: 


i 


of--the-workshop were to: review and discuss the general_ -adninistration a = & 


of Title I,-including igus funding, the “Rdurabion Aaaidiwiaee of 1974 - 
(P.L. 93-380) and the proposed new “Title I reguiations and oes 
recently published in the Federal Register; présent and discuss the . 


fintagcial admipistration and fiscal accountability of Title I funds, 
including budget i a a the mada of accurate anid detailed " 
\'s 


records of receipe and expendi tures and reporting requirements; Poqemet 
and discuss how parents and the parent advisory council may — nN 
involved “in all aspects of Title I, and discuss the legal requirements 


outlined in the proposed regulations and guidelines regarding the © 


. \ 
selection of council members; present and discuss how education aides 


. 


a 


Pe 


x. 


- | | ' Sa 
and tutors may become effective members of the Title I instructional 


staff, including suggested plans for coordinated training programs and 


. . ‘ 4 
the development of the most effective ways the professional and para< . 


professional staff can work together for the benefit\pf the disadvantaged 
student; and presefit and discuss the latest educational techniques, 


instructional methods, materials and curriculum related to\raising the 


educational attainment of the disadvantaged student in two basic skills 


° ; ‘ 
areag--reading ‘and mathematics. 


Of the 404 people who registered, 101 people: participated in the general 
administration session; 41 people participated in the financial administra- 
tion. session; 192 people participated in the reading sessions; 119 people 


participated, in the mathematic sessions; 164 peepee participated in*the , 


aide and tutor ‘sessions; and 113 peop? ar ca parent advinory « 


_ council sessions. : ay 


; " \ ACHIEVEMENT DATA’, 
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oo Tit Reading Gains 


During the 1974-75 school year, a total of 7 83 students were involved ; 


in 140 regular sae summer term miele I Projects. Appropriate. and usable 


‘ information was reported on 3,151 students, which represents 52 percent of 


the total 6,106. students participating in Title I reading projects. The 


data presented was limited to those projects that: 1) completed expectancy 


objectives, 2) completed pre- and post-testing, 3) utilized standardized 


tests and 4) reported scores in grade equivalents. .The above criteria 


(o 


“ Section, California Actdevenent rest~-heading aaa Spache “Reading 


, 


* x 


report. 


Skills--Reading Section ‘and Stanford Achievement ‘Test--Reading Sektion, a 


Data reported by schoo], district officials reveals that mean deficiencies 


14 


‘ . 
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accounts -for the low ‘percentage of ‘student data chat was usable for this 
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‘ ; 2 ; . : e 
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The tables on pages 15 to 19 reflect the many and varied tests used to 
. } . 1) 


measure reading gains. This report does not attempt to. provide data 


regarding one test, but to provide argicture of the reading gains or 
losses as measured by the many testing instruments used, , 4; / i 


o tthw ‘ : 
’ ‘ “si ‘ 


The following tests Were waned to measure student achievement eatnnes in: e 
readin: Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test, Wide Range Achievement Test-- (~~ 


Reading Section, Durrell sea Test, SRA Achievenent Test--Reading ‘ é 


Test, Matropolacad Achievement Test--Reading Sedeien; tev Test SP Maat “ie 


a 


; Sg eo) , : a 
Analysis of ‘pre- and post-test data indicates that students in the Title I 

de > 's ‘oe , , ‘ 
reading progress did make satisfactory progress, However, in many cases, 


. 


“the student. ae ‘did not reach the | expectancy gains as a8 established by 


: 


‘the local school district officials. «The “above fact appears to indicate ar % 


that the district officials established expectancy objectives that were » | 
too high for the students involved in Title I weeLOR programs. The mean : 


gain ranged from zero of cincatas to two years zero ee School officials 


ry 
should be encouraged to set more realistic, gbEATaEnNe abjeckivas for 


the Title I reading projects. * ; . - } ‘ P 
Z : : at ahd a. ‘ : : 
gas * : ros 


are greater atsthe high school and junior high school level than the 
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' Cine 


i : 
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primary or intermediate school level. Also, mean gains for the above 


= . 


indicate the same trend. However, the above can be directly related. 
?é \ Be 


to the number of years the students have attended school and because 


much greater afd gains are easier to 


‘ x” 


“ . 
older students' deficiencies are 


ry 


show with an individualized program,, The trend does not indicate that ; a age 


J 
a corrective program is better than a preventive program. The post-test 
, . | 
data does show that at the termination of the projects primary students 
are achieving much’ closer to grade level. Therefore, the priorities of | 
the program, preventive, corrective or combination of the two, established ‘ 
: : pis 
by school officials should remain as a local school district decision. “3 
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Title 1 Mathematics sain ; a. 

Iiviing the 1974-75 school year, a total of*7, 893 students were involved 

in 140 regular and summer term Title I projects, _ Appropriate and usable" 8 


information vas reported on 1, 459 students » which represented 42 percent 


of the total 3,440 students participating in Title I mathematics projects. 


r 


The Here presented was Limited to those projects that: 1) completed sc ceiounmaka Seidel aie 


; aipactaney objectives, 2) completed pre- and postatesting, 3) veitteed : 
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standardized tests: and 4) reported scores tn seane equivalents: . The 


: above criteria ee. for the. low percentage of student data phat was 
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- usable for this report. rs 
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~ fhe fables on payee. a1 to 24 reflect the many. and vaited tests used ye a : 

-measure iach gains. - This. report. does not., attenpt. to. provide. data i, vata ees Se a nance! 
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regarding one’ test bat, to prota’ a picture, of the, math gains or ial 
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7" “as } measured by the | many testing” ‘iigttatice used. ; 
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‘The following teste were. used to. measure studen achievement gains in” 


mathematics?! Key Math: Test, Wide Rangé Kchievement,, Test--Math section, va : 


, California Achievement. Test~-Math. Section, wetrpglitn Kehiepamat wd iid, ; 


ge PER 4 


Test--Math Section, SRA Achievement Test—-Math | ‘Section, Towa Test of. . 


Basic Skille--Math Section and Stanford: Achtevenent, ‘Test-—Math Section: 


- Analysis of pre~ and ‘post-test data indicates that students. in the: 
Title I mathematics programs did make auctetnctory progress. Data . id 
? presented shows. that student gains did exceed the \epectancy objectives 
as established. “Ie appears that objectives set were'realistic and 
obtainable for students Anvolved in: the ‘Title I. programs. The mean gain 
; ye 


cuigad ‘from a loss of two inthe toa gain of. four zee three months. 
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: - a , Data reported by echool district officials. reveals that’ mean. deficiencies oe 
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:.* — are greater ee the high school ane Junior high school level than the * 


Primary or intermediate school Levet®’ Also, mean gains for the above 


EF er indicate the same 2 trend, However, the above - can be directly related to 


, 


tite number of ‘years the abddvote’ have “attended sctool and because, older 
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students! deficiencies are much greater -and gains are easier -to- show - 
“ "with an onan + program. ° ’ The trend does not. indicate ae 

ik ts . : : corrective program 1s ‘better than a een a a ‘The post-test 2 
| by data does show that at the Fernibation of ihe projects primary students oe | 


‘os ‘ 
-are achieving much closer to grade level. “Therefore,” ‘the prisrities of 


Spt progran,praventive,corrective.or.combination of, the_two,.established. 


a district officiala should féinin as a local: ‘school district decision. 
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